Abstract: Mobile Ad-Hoc Network (MANET) is a wireless network without infrastructure. It is a kind of wireless ad-hoc network, and is a self configuring network of mobile routers connected by wireless links.
different simulators for this purpose. Each one of them has tried to improve some network parameters and have some drawbacks. 1) Md.Anisur Rahman,Md.Shahidual Islam, Alex Televasky [15] analyzed that Packet dropping rate for DSR is very less than DSDV and AODV indicating its highest efficiency. Both AODV and DSR perform better under high mobility than DSDV.
High mobility occurs due to frequent link failures and the overhead involved in updating all the nodes with the new routing information as in DSDV is much more than that involved in AODV and DSR.
2) B. Cameron Lesiuk[16] presented an overview of ad hoc routing principles and thereby demonstrating how these differ from conventional routing. Three proposed ad hoc routing protocols, DSDV, TORA, and DSR were presented and analyzed.
3) N Vetrivelan & Dr. A V Reddy
[18] studied and analyzed the performance differentials using varying network size and simulation times. They performed two simulation experiments for 10 & 25 nodes for simulation time up to 100 sec.
4) A.E. Mahmoud, R. Khalaf & A, Kayssi[17] studied & analyzed three protocols
AODV, DSDV and I-DSDV & were simulated using NS-2 package and were compared in terms of packet delivery ratio, end to end delay and routing overhead in different environment; varying number of nodes, speed and pause time. Simulation results show that I-DSDV compared with DSDV, it reduces the number of dropped data packets with little increased overhead at higher rates of node mobility but still can't compete with AODV in higher node speed and number of node. [19] made the Analysis of AODV and OLSR by using NS-2 simulator, the simulation period for each scenario was 900 seconds and the simulated mobility network area was 800 m x 500 m rectangle. In each simulation scenario, the nodes were initially located at the centre of the simulation region. The nodes start moving after the first 10 seconds of simulated time. The application used to generate is CBR traffic and IP is used as Network layer protocol.
5) S. Gowrishanker et al

6) Arunkumar B R et al.
[20] presented their observations regarding the performance comparison of the routing protocols for variable bit rate (VBR) in mobile ad hoc networks (MANETs). They perform extensive simulations, using NS-2 simulator [13] . They have concluded that reactive protocols perform better than proactive protocols.
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Volume 2 and DSR routing protocols for ad hoc networks using NS-2 simulations. In this paper, it has been observed that the competitive reactive routing protocols, AODV and DSR, both show better performance than the other in terms of certain metrics. It is still difficult to determine which of them has overall better performance in MANET. It has been found after analysis that the performance of Eff-DSDV is superior to regular DSDV and sometimes better than DSR in certain cases. 
13) Vahid Garousi
DSDV
DSDV is one of the most well known (number of hops to the destination) will be used. The addresses stored in the route tables will correspond to the layer at which the DSDV protocol is operated. Operation at layer 3 will use network layer addresses for the next hop and destination addresses, and operation at layer 2 will use layer-2 MAC addresses [9, 10, 11, 12].
end-to-end delay for the received packets. This metric describes the packet delivery time: the lower the end-to-end delay the better the application performance [6]. 
V. Simulation Analysis and Performance Measurement
In this section, the network simulation is implemented using the NS-2 simulation tool [13] . While comparing two protocols, we focused on four performance measurements such as Average Delay, Packet Delivery Fraction, throughput, and routing overhead.
(i) Packet delivery fraction:
The ratio of the number of data packets successfully delivered to the destinations to those generated by UDP sources. Packet delivery fraction = (Received packets/Sent packets)*100. Fig 1 shows a relation comparison between both the routing protocols on the basis of packet delivery fraction as a function of pause time.
As shown in Fig. 1 , DSDV results in lower packet drop than AODV. This is due to the extensive routing information exchanged between the nodes at regular intervals providing a correct, up to date route at all times. Also, no additional packet drop is noticed as speed increases, since the routing updates become more frequent, making the packet drop rates almost unaffected. This feature is not present in AODV. Since the routes are only generated upon request, a route may become outdated by the time the route request is generated and the route reply would arrive. The packets transmitted during this transient period run the risk of being dropped by the network.
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Volume 2 Issue https://sites.google.com/site/ijcesjournal (ii) Average End to end delay of data packets of a packet transmission at a source node until packet delivery to a destination. This includes delays caused by buffering of data packets during route discovery, queuing at the interface queue, retransmission delays at the MAC, an times. Calculate the send(S) time (t) and receive (R) time (T) and average it. It is seen that average end-to-end delay is less for DSDV protocol than AODV protocol. This is shown in fig. 2. 
iii) Routing Overhead vs. Pause Time
Since DSDV is less prone to route stability than AODV, we notice from Fig. 3 that routing overhead generated in DSDV is not as affected as that generated by AODV, although that of DSDV is much higher for the reasons explained previously. Since DSDV is less prone to route stability than AODV, we notice from Fig. 3 that routing overhead generated in DSDV is not as affected as that generated by AODV, although that of DSDV is much higher for the reasons explained previously. Since DSDV is less prone to route stability than AODV, we notice from Fig. 3 that routing overhead generated in DSDV is not as affected as that generated by AODV, 4: Throughput of AODV and DSDV
